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Signature- 

— — " Jong H. Lee (Reg. No. 36,197) 



APPELLANT'S REPLY BRIEF IN RESPONSE TO 
EXAMINER'S ANSWER (UNDER 37 C.F.R. S 41.411 

SIR: 

In response to the Examiner's Answer mailed on June 16, 2006, 
regarding the above-identified application, Applicant submits the following 
arguments in support of the appeal of the final rejection. 
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ABUTMENTS 

- 1CC ■ .a h«-v,TJSC § 1 12, first paragraph, as failing 

Claims 1 to 12 stand rejected under 35 U.S.U§HA 

^ «f thP reiection, the Examiner makes 
to comply witt. the enablement retirement. In sopport of the rejeetton, 

the following contentions: 

Fordirectselec.ionthespeeificationstatesthatonehi.posthon.s 

indirect selection maniple bit posmons are used to f ^ l0 ^ h election 

(Examiner's Answer, p. 3). 

Asnoted above, the Examiner's prineipa, objection is that both a direct and 

selection as recited in claim 2. 

to addition to the above, in the "Response to Argument" section ofthe 
• . Answer the Examiner contends that the Applicant's asserted defimtrons ofthe 

amounts to new matter. Applicant will address these issues in detatt be.ow. 

The standard for determining whether a paten, application complies with the 
enablementrer.uiremen, isomer one reasonably sKi.led in the art 
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/c ,MPFP § 2164.01 (citing 
i, „ Vtab. 858 F.2d at 737, 8 U AMI ■ (s ^ enafeUng based 

2164.01). 

an identification of a particular vehicte V ^ ° ^ ^ the Specification clearly 
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* i ie direct assignment of bits to 

rnemory.ocations^rmemor,^ 
ir^L^*-^^^ 

dire c.ly addressing one of four memory locafions, P ^ 
„ory.ocafions for each of numerous ~^ ctions or „ A differs 
P— — — ::^l g oryofvem Cl e — orde.ee, 
set of memory locahons may be assrgn Qnes of the me mory sets 

Duringprocessmg.theprocessmgun.tmayr Accordingly , based on the 

accordingroanaigontbrn. (See Specificatton ^^^^^^^ 

^^^^ 
being executed. 

^oe — if ^--^"Xpl-^men.onedme 
expbeidy diseased in the Speerfrcatmn Howe ^ >^ c ,^ g fce defmiuons of 

— — • ^T^HTme^.beBxaminerissngsesfmgma, 
Specification, e.g., page 2, lines 2-14. ^ ^ Specificatl0 n, 

this suggestion is clearly meorrect. The examp 
oftheabove-recrtedst^^ 

[Oomrolaarameter^^ 

nloding. These p— - ^effln^ 
pro cessingoftheversion coding ™^ ntion is that more different vehide 

(Specification, p. 2, 1. 3-9). 

that the "only probative matter in the 



e 3 " (Examiner's Answer, p. 6), 

Speci fi ca ti o„includ i n g page2>n e s2-14^ ^ of ,^ tion Ration" and 'Wtree. 
.nuUiplespecula.iveasser.ionsregard.ng ^ ^ Specifi eation, .hese 

aUocadon-basedondredisclosureofpageS^ is offering 

arenotc,ear,. h eExam I nerisma ta ngas^ J tave „„ rel evanee .0 

objectively determining whether Appellant s claun ^ ^ 

i^eordinarvand — ^ -^ < ^- 

,n,hisregard>eEx^er appears* ^ Specification .Uractly refer » dte 

^ocatedindnecdy-roundcnpageSlu-lO oweverjthedisc ns S iononpage3,Unes 

appncationdatatnernoryJOtoedher tndwrd d to dis cnssion does not 

nefinetheclainred-directselecuon and nd he vehide alloca ted to the 

^.ordntemorylOcontains^o™ ^.l,.^.^.*---- 

indirectly). (P. 3,1- 31 -P- 4 > 
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, nn with Fig 2), which section indicates that 

••individual parameters may be wnte " " 4 of the specification that 

— r= fie^ ^^acc^ov^codin,, 

^e support for me features of a direct and me pertinent art to 

— -r: — 

that the combination of the Manu 

1,2, and 5 for at leas, the following reasons. 

„ 35U SC§103(a),meExaminerbearsmeinitial 
to rejecting aclaim under 35 U.S.C. 5 , „ 3d , 531 , 15 32, 

28U.S.P.Q.20 1955, 1956 (Fed. Or. 1993 J n or moti vation to modify or 

combine reference teachings. InreFlffi. • must be fou „d in the prior art 

^notbased on the application disclosure. of „ 

(H ed Or. 1991). Second, there must be a reasonable exp 
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m a r r 1086^1 Third, the prior art reference(s) 

5 S0(CC.P.A. 1 974,To — 

Cerent disciosure in support of the obv, ^ *a« the 

(SeeMW.?. § 211* » ongmai, seeals.-E 

,464 (Bd. Pat. App.& Ma. 1990)). 

Claim 1 recites the following: 

^^econ.ller^forap^of.fferentvefnc, 

^fCS^Ifoncoatng. 

Oa^recitesthefollowtng: _ designed for a plurality of 

7 . Acontro. method of eontrol 
different vehicle versions and having compnS ing: 

controller; and f the vehic le version by algorithmic 

rt io„ that "it is inherent that any numerical 

valueente^intoa^ 
en^—^"^ 
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1 XI of the Manual indicates that for each 

processed so that a single vaine can refer to d, ^ that 

^orithn.heingexecuted.Aceordin^^ 

n0 , refer to an 

does no. concede), the selectton would he adrre 
indirect selection. 

the version coding, as recnou 

th eManua, ; i.isres P ee,fuU y suhmittedthattheeo ffl h,nat,onofdteM 
not render unpatentable claims land 7. 

C^eydoeanot^derurrpa^^^ 

ahoveinsupportofthepatentabtlrtyofclatn,,* ^ m a non . obvious independent 

159 6 (Fed. Or. (any dependent clarm drat depends 
claim is non-obvious). 

. , -extentmeExaminercontendsthattheManual 

parameter. 

1 «f this reiection of claims 1-5 and 7-11 
to view of all of the foregoing, reversal of this rejec 

is respectfully requested. 
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c. 



-^-^rfftoauy rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 a) 
respectfully submitted that the combtnation of the Mann 

, • 1 Haim 12 ultimately depends on 
Cairn 7. Becker et a,, do not correct th defic *« 

Gorrmeynotedabovewiunrespecttodannslan _ mktm «*». 
patentabilityofclaimsland7. 

1 • f. orirt 1 2 is therefore respectfully requested. 
Reversal of the rejection of clarms 6 and 12 is 

CONCLUSION 

thea^—c,^ 

above-identified application. Accord.ng.ytt.sres^c y ^^ 

recited in the claims of the present applicatton ,s new, non 

« a i of all of the rejections set forth in the 
m view of all of the foregoing, reversal of all ot J 

Fin al Office Action is therefore respectfully requested. 

Respectfully submitted, ^ ? /,/9' 



Dated: August 1 6, 2006 Gerard A. Messina 

Reg. No. 35,952 

KENYON & KENYON LLP 

One Broadway 

New York, New York 10004 

(212) 425-7200 
CUSTOMER NO. 2664 



NY01 1216499 



9 



